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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION, STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM, 
DEFINITION OF TERMS 
AND LIMITATIONS 
A growing number of institutions of higher education in 
the United States are in serious financial difficulty. As the 
income which characterized the decade of the 1960's has decreased 
and costs have continued to mount, some two dozen colleges have 
been forced to close their doors, ard many other colleges are 
. ff d k' . . . 1 reduc~ng sta ... an ta. 1Pg a new look at pr1or1.t~es. Although 
the signs of str·a in are more visible among private colleges than 
<';mong public ones, a nnmber of publ~c institutions an~ also 
. . f. . . f"f. 1 2 expenenc1ng 1.nanc1.al d1. ·1.cu ty. 
The small liberal a:r:ts colleges seem to be thE'! most 
thn)atened segment of higher education. William W. Jellema, in 
of an unidentified church related college who 3aid, with no 
awareuess of either the humor or irony of his statement, "During 
all the years of its development as a church related university, 
has experienced a great frequency of financial crises. 
1
Ha.ns H. Jenny and Richard Wynn, The Golden Years 
(Wooster, Ohio: The College of Wooster, 19/~p:-·4.~~--
2 
Paul C. Reinert, To Turn the Tide (Engiewood Cliffs, 
N. J.: Prentice Hall, 1972y,-·r;·:""T7:-·-----
l 
2 
Only the Almighty's repeated answering of the sustained prayers 
raised by the school 1 s courageous Board and Administration has 
prevented many potential catastrophies from occurring. Now, 
however, the seriousness of the commitments necessary to implement 
the university 1 s ambitious program requires that th2 needed degree 
and continuity of support be more clearly defined and more clearly 
assured. 113 
For almost the entire decade of the 1960's, a decade which 
.Jenny and Wynn have characterized as "The Golden Years", the 
nation gave very generously of private and public monies to its 
4 
colleges and encouraged them to try to do mo :ce and more. Budget 
increases for all American institutions of higher education in the 
last fifh?en years have risen more than sixfold, from just over 
four bilJ ion dollars in 1955 to an estimated total of tVJenty seven 
5 
billion dollars in 1971. During this period enrollment has 
tripled and we have witnessed a great expansion of services and 
d 
. 6 
aca em1c programs. Annual budget increases at our col leges am 
7 
universities averaged 13.5 per cent during these years. 
It is now being candidly acknowledged in academic circles 
that the strong financial support and rapid expansion of the 
~vill iam W. Je llema, The i?ed and the Black (Washington, 
D. c.: Association of American-'c'"c;1'leges:--r976T:--p. 4. 
4 . ( H3.ns H • .Jenn)' and R1chard Wynn, The Golden Years \'l!ooster, 
Ohio: The College of Woo~;ter, 1970); see-a I&;- PaG.-i--c:·--1~-~~ inert, 
Op. Cit. , p. 17. 
1971, p. 11, cols. l-4. 
6 r- 'd . .:.~_"!:.~' ' 
3 
1960's led in some places to overextension and the taking on of 
expensive community services. 8 
Some colleges were influenced by the prevailing tendency 
to expand which characterized the 1960's more than were others. 
After a college expands its program to meet educational or social 
needs, it is difficult for the college to modify programs in times 
characterized by financial limitations. Some recent studies have 
indicated that those responsible for the f:i.scal mana9ement of 
colleges do not reduce programs or expenses even in the face of 
the most persistent evidence that if they continue in their 
present ways catastrophe is ahead. 9 College administrators and 
the governing boards have not always carefully projected the 
future consequences of their decisions, and they have tended to 
be very opt:irn.istic about thei:r: ahili ty to attr2.ct addit nal 
income for th~ir programs. 
It is, however, important trat tl-12 public realize that 
not e:~ll of the :i_ncreases in costs during the 1960's were the 
result of insufficient planning or over-optimism. Much of the 
increase was due to factors over which the colleges have had no 
contro1. Among them were an increased demand for h ighE~r education 
··nr< {,.1fla1-~o·- 10 <..t , '-"' .A.. t . ..,..<.: ,, .&-. !.l e Another important cause was the necessity to 
increase fa.ct~lty compensation. A study by the Broold.n9s 
8Paul C. Reinert 1 Op. Cit., p. 18; see also Earl F. 
Cheit, Th(-~ New Depression in Higher Edu.~d;:.?12. {New York: f\1cGraw-
Hill BDoiZ-·comp~ny-;-Y971} PP. 1os-1u. 
0 d ( ('. 3. "'.Jenny an Wynn, 2E..:.-·~::·, P· 
4 
Institution has indicated that during the 1950's faculty salaries 
increased at about the same rate as in industr>'· During the 
1960's the average faculty salary increased at the rate of 5.9 
d 4 . . . ' 11 per cent a year, as compare to a per cent ~ncrease 1n 1.naustry. 
It is now widely recognized that colleges are partiuclarly 
vulnerable to wage inflation because it is a "labor intensive" 
t . . t 12 ac 1.v1 y. The fact that faculty salaries are consistently the 
largest portion of a college 1 s budget indicates that it is in this 
area that the greatest inflation and the greatest potential for 
savings rest. 13 
Some feel that in such a labor intensive activity no 
l . • . 14 savings are possible through increased procuct1v1ty. We will be 
examining this question in this study. If faculty productivity 
could be increased, it might rend2r it le.ss necessary for private 
colleges to so frequently increase tuition. In a short term study 
d . -F • 6 15 . d conducte ~n the State o..: Texas :.n 19 8, ~ t was demonstrate 
that if cost trends continued at the rate prevalent then the cost 
per student in constant 1968 do1lr,rs in major independent univer·· 
sities in the State of Texas will be $36,859. in 1985, and the 
cast per student in state senior colleges will be $17,074. If 
llA . mer1.can Banker, 9P· C!_~-·, p. 11, cols. 1-4. 
12 . h · . . " l Ed . ·Earl F. Che1.t, T e New Dcprc~ss1on 1n H~g1er ' ucat1on 
(New Yo!:k: IvlcGraw-Hill Bo;k" Compi~;;y-;-1971), -·p ." vii{-.-------
13President's Bulletin Board, Statistical Insert. (I3oard 
of Education, The United f\1ethod ist Church, Nashville, Tennessee, 
1971)' p. 2. 
14ch 't e 1 , viii. 
15 , . _ . T 
ln l.J. 1a m W • J e 11 Q ma , Op .:...~2-.! . , p. 4 
5 
the percentage covered by tuition were the same in 1985 as in 1968 
the student at a private university would be asked to pay over 
$17,000. per year, and the student at a senior college would be 
asked to pay just under $10,000. If careful planning and study 
can help prevent this kind of cost inflation for the student, such 
planning must be done. Reinert urgeE colleges 11 to break down 
calcified habits and eliminate those programs and functions that 
16 
continue on sheer bureaucratic momentum. 11 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
This study is designed to try to determine if faculty 
productivity as measured by the average number of student credit 
hours produced b:v each faculty member in selected units of two 
private uni~Jrsities of similar size is a significant variable in 
the financial conditions of the two institutions. The data are 
collected from the two institutiuns for the second semE~ster of 
the 1970-71 academic year. 
To serve as a comparative base and to see if similarities 
are apparent in high and low productivity levels in certain 
discip1ines, data are also included for the same semester for 
eleven other institutions. 
The two universities studied are the University of the 
Pacific in Stockton~ California, and the University of Evansville 
in Evansville, Indiana. Only those academic units for which there 
is a corresponding unit in both institutions are included. The 
16He inert, QE_• _S:i- t. ) p. 107. 
6 
programs included are {1) all liberal arts programs, including 
courses in business, (2) the schools of music, (3} the schools 
of education, and {4) the schools of engineering. 
According to statistics released to the writer by the 
registrars of the two institutions, enrollment in the above areas 
for the semester under study at the University of the Pacific was 
2793, and enrollment in the above areas at the University of 
Evansville for the semester under study was 2420. 
During the 1970-71 academic year the University of the 
Pacific charged an annual tuition of $2400. It ended the fiscal 
year with a deficit. The University of Evansville charged an 
annual tuition of $1185, and ended the 1970-71 fiscal year with 
a surplus. 
The study recognizes that there are many variables which 
infJUI~nce whP.th~~r or not c.n institution of higher t?ducaticn has 
an operating deficit or an operating surplus. The single problem 
under study here is whether or not faculty productivity has a 
significant influence on the operating budgets of the two inst i-
tut 5.ons under study. 
Hereafter in the study the University of the Pacific will 
be referred to as University A, and the University of Evansville 
will b-'J clc~signated as University B. The other colleges for which 
d;:,ta are included will be placed in numerical order bec<1.use 
administrators supplying the data from several of these colleges 
xequested that their institutions not be identified by nanK:. 
DEFINITION OF TERMS 
Productivity in an educational institution is very diffi-
cult to measure. In an important study prepared for the Carnegie 
Commission of Higher Education by June 0 'Neill and entitled 
made: 
The credit hour is the usual transaction unit in 
higher education. Tuition usually corresponds to a certain 
number of credit hours and faculty contracts describe faculty 
responsibilities in terms of credit hours. While the number 
of credit hours given for a course often (but not always) 
corresponds to the number of hours that course meets per 
week during the standard term, it is more importantly taken 
roughly to represent some content of material imparted to 
students. Thus, the attainment of a degree requires 
completion of a scheduled number of cre-di.ts. 
However, measuring the output of colleges and univer-· 
siti{~S sirnply by the nun;ber o:f credit hom:s offer,ecl does 
have disadvantages, just as would measuring the output of 
the automobile industry by the number of c<::..r~; pxod;.Jced. 
Clearly, it iB possibh; that over time, changes in resources 
can produce chan9es in the quality as well as the quantity 
of the credit hours. Also, the quality of credit hours in 
different schools can vary at a moment of time. While it 
is difficult to measure quality successfully in any market, 
the measurement of quality in education pJ:esents unique 
difficulties • 17 
Student Credit Hours: In th study pJ:oductivity is 
measured by ~·;tudent credit hours. Tb.E~ number of student credit 
hours produced in a cou:rse is obtained by multiplying the number 
of credit hours awarded for successfully complct ing the course by 
the number of students enrolled in the course. For instance, 
productivity for a four unit semester's course with 30 students 
7 
8 
enrolled is 4 times 30, or 120 student credit hours for the 
semester for that course. In order to obtain a faculty member's 
production for a semeste.r, the student credit hours produced in 
all the courses he teaches in a given semester are added together. 
~.E.age Productivity Per Faculty Member: The average 
productivity of student credit hours per faculty member for a 
university, or select schools or units, of a university, is 
obtained by dividing the total of all student credit hours pro-
duced in the selected units or schools of the university by the 
total number of full time faculty teaching in those units for the 
semester under study. 
It i.s to be noted that th2 number of student credit hours 
produced by a faculty member is a more accurate reflection of that 
facul~y member 1 s productivity than is the traditional designation 
of a f~•culty rnembE!r 1 s load by credit hours because a faculty 
membc!r teaching a single four secest~,;;r unit couJ:se with 100 
students enrolled is producing 400 student credit hours, and a 
faculty member teaching three four unit semester courses with 
30 enrolled in each is only producing 360 student credit hours. 
These measures are quantitative, and give no indication of 
quality. 
LH1ITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of this study is to try to determine if the 
productivity of th~ faculty at the two institutions under study 
has a significa·nt inflU<:·)nce on the otH:~rating budgets of the two 
institutions and to compare the productivity in the several 
9 
selected departments at thC:~se two institutions with the produc-
tivity in the same schools and departments at eleven other 
institutions to determine if there are similar pattern in high 
and low productivity areas. In some cases there are no corre-
spond ing units in the eleven institutions included for a 
comparative base to the units compared in University A and 
University B. For instance, only one the eleven institutions 
has a School of Engineering. Such omissions do not render the 
other comparisons invalid. 
It is not the purpose of this study to measure the quality 
of the work done by either institution nor is this study in any 
way an adequate measure of the efficiency of the management of 
...... el.t.ner :i. nst i tut ion . This study will view productivity as mea.sun~d 
by the avera9e production of student c.cedit hours per faculty 
meillber as one factor in an institution's overall financial 
condition. Of the many factors :nfluencing the overall financial 
conditions of the two institutions which are not a concern of 
this study, the following need to be noted: (1) quality of the 
faculty, (2) level of compensation of tte faculty, (3) quality of 
the educational program, (4) quality of the physical plant, 
(5) cost of administrative overhead, (6) cost of intercollegiate 
athletics, {7) profit or loss from auxiliary enterprises, {8) the 
cost of servicing debt, {9) income from gifts and grants, 
{ 10) income special programs, such as an evening col 
A furthc"'r limitation of the study is that it ~s concerned 
with ope rat ions at ca.ch of the institutions studied for only one 
semester, the Spring semester of 1971. 
Chapter 2 
SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE RELATED TO FACULTY PRODUCTIVITY 
AND THE FINANCING OF PRIVATE HIGHER EDUO'-.TION 
The Carnegie Commission on Higher. Education was created 
to make a systematic appraisal of higher education and to suggest 
'd 1. f . . . d l 1 gu1 e 1nes .or 1ts cont1nu1ng eve opment. The fact that several 
of the recent major publications of the Commission have been 
devoted to the problems of productivity, resource use and the 
2 financing of higher education in this country, is an indication 
of the contempo:rary national concern in these areas. 
The current concern al:x:>ut the financing of higher edu-
cat ion shonld not obscun~ the fact that the solnt ion of finand al 
problems has long been given high priority by college adminis-
trators and trustees. 
PERCURSORS OF THE CURRENT CONCERN 
In 1959 .Beardsley Rurnl and Donald H. M!)rrison brought 
2Ear 1 F. Che it, The Nc~w Depression in High<'~r Education 
(New York: McGraw--Hill [f;·;;kC'o;j:;anY,1971.)·-;-i~a-;:7r~·:­
Efficiency :i.n Liber<:d Education (McGraw- Hill !':ook Bompany, 1971); 
:T'Ut1~fc:t\eiff", I~esoi.~C:~;-I']-;;;-Trt--·~~i9her Education (Bl::rkeley: A 
Report fo:r: the- ca.·;::~·.;-(7£1I~;~nm{~~sfot17' 1971");-MZ.r.'ris T. Keeton, 
~1od~-~:.'?..-~~nd.H~~ick.:;;_ (New York: l\1cGr<:nv··Hil1 Book Company, 1971), 
10 
11 
these concerns to the public consciousness with the publication of 
3 
Memo To A Colle<,=~e Trustee. The report was generally recognized 
as a major contribution to thinking about the problems of higher 
education, and was so characterized by the Journal of Higher 
Education, which ran a symposium of responses to the report in 
November, 1959.
4 
One of the most important and controversial recommendations 
in Ruml' s book was the contention that the trustees take back from 
the faculty their authority over the design and administration of 
th . l 5 e currJ.cu um. His recommendation was based on the belief that 
trustees would be rrore objective and less influenced by vested 
interests than would be the faculty and they could therefore 
design a 
t . . J 6 1.v:tcy. 
curricvlum which would incre<tse Edficiency and produc-
Increased productivity would result in increased 
faculty compens.::d::iun. Ruml planned to increase productivity by 
increasing the student-faculty rc...tio in private colleges from the 
7 then prevailing 8 to l to 20 to l. He also recommended that the 
size of most classes be increased and that year-round plans of 
operation be put into effect. 8 
Although many professional educators praised the Ruml 
Trustee 
3 
Beardsley Ruml and Donald H. Morrison, Memo To A College 
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1959):-·--------· 
4 "The Ruml-Morr ison Proposals for the Liberal College", 
.::!£~~~;_£f.:...J.li2_her Educ~~l2' Vol. XXX, No. 8, Nov<~mber, 19.59. 
5Ruml. and Morrison, Op. Cit., p. 13. 6_Ibid., p. 14. 
7 I'b. l ,_l.C., p. 32. 8 Il::_id.' pp. 27 ff. 
12 
report fo:r. the interest it aroused in an important subject, 9 there 
was much criticism of its specific recommendations. 10 
Katherine E. McBride, then president of Bryn Mawr College, 
praised the authors of the Memo To A College Tr~~ for their 
purpose, but found them to lack objectivity. The book, she said, 
11 is based on premises--reflecting strong convict ion- -which are 
taken as self evident. 1111 And, she continued: "its conclusions 
and recommendations are often made without refeJ:·ence to certain 
. . 1. . 1112 Important 1.mp 1cat1ons. McBride reminded Ruml that the 
trustees are not professionally prepared to design and administer 
13 curriculum and would be very reluctant to try to do so. 
Seymour E. Harris, chairman of the Department of Economics 
at Harvard, wrote that uRuml and Morrison are right in stressing 
the fact that the liberal arts college oJfers an excessive number 
of course~; it' its curriculum, aud in pointing out that the wide-
spreo.d f<lith in the efficacy of the small class is misplacec. 1114 
Harr however, strongly doubted that additional resources for 
f 1 1 . f . 15 _acu~ty sa ar1es can come out o econom1es. He observes 
further: 
I wou] d argue that substantial additional resources 
are ava ilablc in the form of gifts and endowment incom(~ as 
well as increased tuition. To the extent that these re-
sourc(:~s are forthcoming, the need for dependence upon drastic 
revisions of the curriculum diminishes. I would certainly 














approve the theory that large savings should be made; but 
given the current manner of running colleges, I am very 
dubious that we can achieve the large economies suggested 
in this book, at least in the immediate future. The ~ikeli­
hood of such an achievement goes counter to history. 1 
At least one college in America took the Ruml report 
seriously. Therefore some attention is given to the Parsons 
13 
College e>.:periment. An evaluation of this experiment has recently 
17 
been written by James D. Koerner. 
Koerner reports that the 11Ruml report'' had a strong 
influence on the development of the Parsons Plan. 18 The main 
elements of the Parsons plan were as follows: 
1. Year-round operation. 
2. An open-door admissions policy with intensive 
recruitment, 
3. Sharply restxictecl curriculum and large classes. 
4. High teaching loads and high salaries. 
5. High tuition and fees. 
6, Cheap buildings with thf~ fullest possible use of them. 
One half of a student 1 s work at Parsons was in the required 
core program. All core courses were taught by ranked professors 
with the Ph. D. degree. These professors were assisted by 
11 Preceptors 11 , who were responsible for dis cuss ion groups, and 
11Tutors 11 , who were responsiblE-~ to help the weaker students. These 
core subjects insured high productivity of student credit hours 
17James D. Koerner, The Parsons Col 
Basic Books, Inc., lg70). 
181J?.i<!., p. 82. 
Bubble ( NevJ York: 
for they were large. Further economy and productivity were 
insured by the Parsons' rule that a student need no more than 
eight courses for a major and most departments were restricted 
to offering no more than eight courses. 19 
When the Parsons College experiment ended with the dis-
14 
missal of the president, the average salary of a ranked professor 
was $18,000 with a range which stretched from $10,000 to $35,000, 
not including fringe benefits. 20 
Koerner expre:sses the belief that if the Parsons' e:xperi-
ment had not been so clouded by the megalomania of the president, 
Millard Roberts, and if tight fiscal controll had been maintained 
and if the resources of the college had not been drained off to 
finance other experiments, it is possible that Parsons could have 
served as a significant model for other small, rural private 
colleges with limited resources. 21 Kcerner closes out his book 
with a ::;er::tion on 11 what might have been C\t Parsons. 11 In a study 
of college> finance and productivity it is worth quotin9 at some 
length: 
Parsons might have been a far-·reaching experiment 
in educational economics that would have been hard even for 
natural enemies to ignore. It might have bean a unique 
exploration in ways to educate college ch~op·-outs and low-
ability students, a tormented problem that is getting worse 
in the United States and possibly throughout the world. It 
might have been an effort to solve a problem everybody talks 
about but nobody tackles: how to train college teachers to 
teach well. The Parsons system of team teaching might have 
been made into a supervised apprenticeship of a kind that 
has not been tried. It might have been an experitnent in the 
19Ibid. 88 --- ' p. . 
2Ll., 
]~~·' p. 230. 
financial, logistical, and educational advantages of an 
affiliated group of colleges. In view of the paucity 
knmvledge on such matters, what Parsons might have been 
represents a challenge to the new Parsons as well as a 
challenge perhaps to some other institutions. 22 
CONTEMPORARY WRITINGS 
In 1970 Hans H. Jenny and Richard Wynn published an 
important but not widely circulated study entitled: The Golden 
Yea~-_f~_§tudy of the Inca~~ and ~x~n~~ture Distribution of_~ 
!.'2::ivat::_~~0ear L~l Arts Colle2_~· 23 The work is a study 
of the income and expenditure patterns of a fairly homogeneous 
sample of 48 private colleges. The study concentrates on the 
period of 1959-60 through the end of the academic year 1967-68. 
This was a fairly affluent period, but already the coming 
financial crisis can be se(~n. 
During the period of: the study, assets and expenditures 
of the colleges analyzed tl1ore than doubled when measured in 
15 
d 1 -· 24 current o .Lars. In contract, the nu;nber of full time students 
increasc:~cl by a mere 29 per cent in a time when enrollments in-
creased 89 per cent nationally. At the beginning of the study 
the 48 colleg0s in the study enrolled 1.5 per cent of all U. S. 
col leg(~ students. By the end of the study these same colleges 
25 
enrolled only one per cent. 
22 J'l . d ..-22:__. ' 
23 Hans H .. Jenny and Richard Wynn, The Golden Yea:cs 
(tl/ooster ~ Ohio: The College~ o£ ~vooster, 197-oy:----·---·-
24Ihid., p. 2. 25 rhid. 
16 
The sharp contrast between enrollment growth in these 
private colleges and in undergraduate education generally should 
be kept in mind, for it establishes a trend which is still very 
much present in this country. Private colleges who depend upon 
a 5 to 10 per cent increase in their student bodies each year to 
cover rising costs are already in ser1ous trouble, for the signifi-
11 . ~ h.f d bl. 26 cant enro ment growth •las s L te to the pu 1c sector. 
In the concluding chapter of the study, Jenny and \IJynn 
attempt to Rnswer three questions: (1) \'lhy have e:xpc::nditures 
increased as much as the study has shown? (2) What can be expected 
in expenditure growth in the relatively near future? and (3) What 
kind of data. are or should the colleges be developing for skillful 
allocation of income resources?
27 
In seeking an answer as to why expenditures have so 
dramatically incTeased > the authors ag:ree with other studies that 
inflation, enrollment growth, gre.:iter responsibilit , and edu-
cat ional technology hc.~ve been factors: but these four factors have 
influenced private liberal arts colleges in a different way than 
they have influenced cost growth in the university. Neither 
increased community services nor a significant increase in special 
have characterized the 48 liberal <u:t;;; colleges in the 
study. The factors important for these colleges are faculty salary 
escalation, increased wages staff, increased student aid, 
build maintenance costs, debt service and the advent of data 
processing and computer-centered administration. Of these factors, 
the fastest growing for the private college is the burden of 
student aid expenditures. 
The above named factors have caused the private colleges 
to move year after year to a higher plateau of fixed costs. 28 
ln answer to the second question, Jenny and Wynn do not 
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expect that educational costs will slow down their growth as fast 
as will the growth of available income. The authors also feel 
that productivity in higher education will tend to be less than 
in the economy in general and therefore the cost of education 
will continue to increase relative to costs in genera1. 29 Jenny 
and \l[ynn do not see much hope that colleges will change their 
practices to effect economies or to increase productivity. 
Speaking to the need for increased productivity and efficiency, 
11the basic principles which guide the 
allocation of resources do net seem to have undergone any signifi-· 
cant change during the period stud iecl. 1130 They observe further: 
11 the problem is that we are talking of a categorical imp<:::rative 
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in the face of hardened practice." 
In responding to the quest ion as to what data the colleges 
should be developing, the authors make the following observation: 
When one first tries to apply the rudiments of 
managemc~nt science to college finance and co1l<?ge business 
and educ8.t ion<d. administration, one discover: s soon that 
d<,'Cisions in the past must have been made in a basically 
tminformed anct intuitive environment. The number of colleges 
possessing historical data in appropriate form and sufficient 
scope for long range planning and logical decision making 
28. l . > 
.:!:22_~~. • , PP • 111 ' 112 ' 113 . 29~·' p. 113. 
30.l.' .d ,;:..:;;::__. } p. .3. 31J't .d ..:2:.....· ~ p. 115. 
remains appallingly small even today. When we consider 
the difficulties we encountered in obtaining such bread 
and butter information as the number of full time students 
and faculty, the mind boggles at the even more enormous 
task of finding out for any number of recent years how 
cost per course taught or per grade produced has varied 
in a given discipline or division.32 
In addition to Jenny and Wynn, there are three studies 
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recently published which are relevant to our study: Resource Use 
in Higher Education, by June O'Neill; Efficiency in Liberal 
Education, by Howard R. Bowen and Gordon K. Douglass; and The New 
~l?ression in Higher Educatio12, by Earl F. Cheit.33 
June O'Neill, after an exhaustive study of the average 
cost of a student credit hour at all American colleges and uni-
versities from 1930 to 1967,found that there has been no 
perceptible decline or increase in real costs per student credit 
hour over the period. 34 She reports that the sharp increase in 
the cost of higher education, in real dollars, has been the 
result of increased expenditures outside the instructional :realm. 
In computing the cost of a credit hour, O'Neill used instruction, 
departmental research, library, plant and operation maintenance, 
and general administration. 35 She did not consider cost of plant 
32JI~id,, p. 117. 
33 . June 0 1 Ne:tll, !((c) source Use in Higher Education 
(Berkeley: Carnegie Cornm:Cssior!:· 1971) ; Howard H, -Yi0;.7e~nand Gordon 
K. Douglass, Efficiency in Liberal Education (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book cmnr;;;y-;~·T9"7T); Earl-F. Chei t' n1e New Depression in 
,Iii9hor I~.2~a~ (New York: McGraw-Hill Bookcoopa'{;y ~~ 
34June 0 1 Nei1l, Resource Use in Higher Education 
(Berkeley: carnegie Com;1iss ion7-Y9";1l f:-r-:-1:·---·--~~-
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expansion, auxiliary enterprises, athletics, debt servic2, or 
student aid. The study indicates that in all the years between 
1930 and 1967 there was no apparent increase in productivity in 
higher education.36 
The O'Neill study emphasizes two points important to our 
study: (1) the value of comparing the cost of producing a 
student credit hour between departments and between institutions 
is lind ted by our inability to measure adequately the quality of 
the credit hours comparect, 37 and (2) that systematic studies are 
needed which will try to compare the cost differences and 
productivity differences between educational institutions 
producing similar outputs, but in which administrators operate 
under different personal incentive environments. 38 
The Bowen a11d Douglass book is a study of comparative 
instructional costs of six modes of instruction in a liberal arts 
college. In the first chapter the authors point out that ~ f a 
change in tho mode of instruction is to affect cost, it will 
ordinarily do so by changing inputs in one or more of the follow-
39 ing ways: 
1. It may substitute low-cost labor for high cost labor, 
e. g., by replacing faculty timE~ with assistant time or by 
increasin<;J the proportion o:f jenior members of the faculty. 
2. It may increase intensity of labor usage, e. g., by 
raising teaching loads for the faculty. 
36 .. 
. ~J?2-d. , pp • 1 and 49, 
3'~.n:.:.L"s!·, p. s. 38 . I~.Q., p. s3. 
39Huward R. Bowen and Gordon K. Dou9lass, Efficiency in 
~.~2::'l.l::.~IJ.-._1~:5!'"l~:-;::.!:J~l2. (New York: McGraw··Hill Book Compa;-y-, -19'7~1). 6, 
3. It may sbustitute student initiative for faculty 
supervision, e.g., by making study more independent. 
4. It may sbustitute capital for labor, e. g., by 
using the library or television in place of lectures. 
5. It may intensify utilization of capital, e. g., by 
using building and equipment more fully. 
6. It may sbustitute low-cost capital for high cost 
capital, e. g., by employing temporary buildings, reducing 
standards of construction, or cutting down on expensive library 
acquisitions. 
7. It may reduce noninstructional service. 
B. It may spread over-head costs by increasing the 
scale of operation. 
The authors conclude that there is no one best or most 
economical educational approach suitable for all institutions, 
all subjects, all professors, and all students. 40 They reject 
any single plan in favor of an eclectic plan that draws on 
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conventional lecture-discussions and lecture laboratories, large 
lectures, independent study, tutorials, and mechani2ed in-
struction. They state their faith that within current economic 
restraints there is room for bold educational experimentation 
but that faculty in their curricula planning should be more 
attuned to budgetary considerations than they have been tra-
d1. ·1--~ nn~lJ" 41 • "' ~L ~" J.! '>, ~ J it Experimentation and innovation must accompany 
efforts to increase productivity and efficiency for the problem 
is to alter favorably the ration of two variables: cost and 
quality. And the authors recommend that in seeking ways to 
deliver instruction more inexpensively a new look be given to 
40Il . d .:. .. 2.~~.' p. 102 . 41I.~·' P· 102. 
42 the l~uml pl::m, 
The Cheit work involves 41 case studies, compiled from 
"on site11 interviews. Included in the study are public and 
private institutions, univers ies, liberal arts colleges, 
h . 11 d . . . 43 compre ens1.ve co eges an two year 1nst1 tut1ons, 
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Cheit defines a college to be in financial difficulty if 
its current financial condition results in a loss of services 
that are regarded as a part of its program or a loss of 
guality. 44 An institution is classified as headed for financial 
trouble if, at the time of the study, it has been able to meet 
current responsihili.ties but either cannot insure that it can 
much longer meet cu1:rent program standards or cannot plan support 
for €volving growth, The colleges which can meet current program 
standards and plan new programs are classified as not in financial 
trouble. 
Cheit admits the limitations of his definitions and makes 
the point that according to his definition a school may be 
classified as in financial difficulty precisely because it has 
good management which is making the changes necessary to remedy 
f . . l 'b} 45 1nanc1a pro .ems. 
Although Cheit recommends in his study that colleges seek 
optimum efficiency, he does not see increased productivity as a 
42I, . 1 
.-:?~·' pp. 99-100 • 
43Ear1 F. Cheit, The New D<"!Dression in Higher Education ---· -,.,..,~-·~A-~---.--. ._ ____ ...... .,, ..... , ... ._"'""" ____ ,_ .. .., .... _..._ 
(New York: McGrcnv-hill Book Company, 19'll), p. viii. 
44Ibicl. 3E ---- ' p. ~ ) . 
45rt'. d _..;!.;.__•' p. 36. 
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possibility. He states: urn a labor-intensive activity such as 
education, there are virtually no savings through increased 
productivity. 46 
Cheit includes in his book three :recommendations gathered 
from administrators of private colleges: 47 
( 1) Close the gap between what students pay and what it 
costs to educate them. This has traditio11ally been accomplished 
through increased tuitions, but the administrators surveyed by 
Chei t realize that tuition has reached a 11 saturation point 11 , and 
they are now looking for federal and state funds to close the 
gap between income and costs. 
(2) Support pluralistic approaches to higher education. 
The administrators call for state and federal planning agencies 
to consider carefully the coni:ribution being made by private 
colleges and univr2rsi ties before crenting s·~:ate monopolies of 
higher education which charge such low fees that private colleges 
cannot compete. 
(3) Redefine the role of the liberal arts colleges. 
The administrators urge that the liberal arts colleges emphasize 
their historic uniqueness, redefine g{-:meral education, offer 
fewer courses, and move the faculty-student ratio to about 
1 - 14. 
Cheit listed five typical responses which administrators 
have: made to the question of controlling the financial situation: 
postponin9, general belt tightening, cutting and reallocating 
46.[l·· d 
.:.....2.~--·. ' p. 9 • 
47 
}:l.lid. , pp l23ff. 
within the existing structure, scrambling for funds, planning, 
and worrying. 48 
A popular treatment of the current financial crisis, 
Paul C. Reinert's To Turn the Tide, 49 has just been published. 
The writer is much indebted to Earl F. Cheit, and his book is 
designed to alert the layman to the magni tmle of the problem. 
48 l. d !2;:-. .. ' p. 83. 
49Paul C. Reinert, s. J., To Turn the Tide (Englewood 
Cliffs, N. ,J,; Prentice Hall, Inc-:-;-1972):,---·-·--
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Chapter 3 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY AND A DESCRIPTION 
OF THE UNIVERSITIES STUDIED 
To determine if faculty productivity was a significant 
variable in the financic1l condition of the University of the 
Pacific (University A) and the University of Evansville (Uni-
versity B), the average productivity in all departments and 
schools for which there are equivalent units in each university 
were compared. Since University B has no equivalent units for 
University A's Law School, D~ntal School or School of Pharmacy, 
and University A has no School of Nursing to match that unit at 
University R, these units were not used in the study. 
The Academic Vice President of University A informed the 
write:r. 1 that beginning with the Spring semester of 1971 the 
University had programmed the computer to provide reliable data 
on the productivity of student credit hours for each faculty 
member, each department, and each school. Data for previous 
semesters could be gathered manually, but this process would 
requ:i.:ce time consuming effort on the part of the staff of the 
registrar's office. 
It was decided to compare the faculty productivity at the 
1Te1cphone conversation of August 20, 1971, and a letter, 
with computer print out enclosed, of August 25, 1971, 
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two institutions for the Spring semester of 1971. 
The Academic Vice President of University A supplied the 
writer with a computer print-out giving productivity data for 
all schools and departments of the University for the Spring 
semester, 1971. The Registrar of University B worked with the 
writer to obtain compatible data for University B. 
For those schools and departments at University A which 
have a January Term of Independent Study, the product ty of 
the faculty for that January term was divided by two and the 
result was added to the second semester's productivity to 
compute their productivity for a full half of an academic year. 
Also, those faculty members at University A who were on an 
internal sabbatical for the sem.estEn: under study were included 
in the number of faculty members teaching, Their productivity 
must be comp<msated for: beca1:.se their salarir3s are not carried 
in a genE!ral university budget for sabbaticals but are charged 
against thd.r departments. Information regarding faculty on 
sabbatical during the semester of the study was provided by the 
f f h 11 f U . . A 2 Dean ~ one o t e co eges o n1vers1ty • 
Since University B operates on a quarter system~ the data 
for Univer:sity B had to be adjusted to be compatible with the 
data :for University A's semEster system. This was done according 
to accepted methods of converting quarter hours to semester hours. 
(Each faculty member's productivity in the \\linter and Spring 
terms was converted to semester hours by multiplying by two-
2c1i:fford Hand, by letter in September, 1971. 
thirds. The productivity in the Spring term.was added to one-
half of the productivity in the Winter term to get productivity 
for one-half of the academic year.) 
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After the data outlined above had been collected, the 
writer collected similar data for eleven other institutions of 
higher education. The data from these eleven institutions are 
included in the study to serve as a comparative base and to give 
some indication of the correlation of high and low productivity 
disciplines in a larger sample and to test whether the produc-
tivity in any given department of either University A or Uni-
versity B deviates significantly from the average at the other 
colleges in the sample. 
The data from the other institutions were supplied by 
administrators at those institutions. At the request of several 
of these administrators th!.:dx· ins ti tuticms are not ide:.1tified 
with the data from their institutions. Data from the following 
institutions are included in the study: Ohio Northern University, 
Nebraska Wesleyan University, Lycoming College, \'Jilliamette 
University, Monmouth College, Mount Union College, Adrian College, 
Wofford College, Morningside College, Cornell College, and 
Baldwin i'lallace College. Although some of the institutions are 
em a quartc~r system) the data are compatible. 
These institutions are not of uniform size. Data from 
tlxnn are included to give a larger comparative base as the data 
from University A and University B are studied, and to determine 
if in this l<uger sample there are similar patterns of high and 
low productivity disciplines. 
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Data such as that included in this study are not available 
for a large national sample because colleges are only beginning 
to be interested in collecting and comparing records of student 
credit hours produced. Such data will soon be available for 
national comparisons for those colleges cooperating with the 
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems at the 
\.Vest(~rn Interstate Commission for Higher Education. 
A DESCRIPTION OF THE TWO UNIVERSITIES3 
University A is located in California, a state noted for 
its diversity of life style; innovation and excellence in public 
and private institutions of higher education; and attractiveness 
to students from across the country. The university has been 
served for the past ~:wo decade::, by a Prosident V/ho wa~ determined 
to pionec1: somE' ne•.v approaches to undergraduate education. The 
university hns, especially in recent years, attracted faculty 
from some of America 1 s finest groduate scl1ooJ.s. To compete for 
these professors the university has significantly increased 
salaries and benefits for faculty and staff during the past 
several years. Average compensation, by rank, as reported by 
the American Association o.f University Pl:·ofessors for th(3 1970-· 
71 academic year was $18,000 for a full professor, $14,900 for 
an Associate Professor, and $12,300 for an Assistant Professor. 
3r . . b i h . l • f . )cscr:tptJ_on · asec on t. e WL"l ter s s:tx years o.· res:L-
dence at Univ~rsity A. 
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Education, 4 pointed out that the important factors which inflated 
costs at private colleges and universities during the 1960's 
were salary increases, inflation, increased student aid, high 
debt costs on new buildings, new academic programs to meet 
student demands for relevance, and new academic programs designed 
to meet social needs of the society. 5 University A experienced 
cost increases for all of these reasons. Salaries were increased. 
A number of buildings were financed through loans. Three inno-
vative new liberal arts colleges were initiated during the 
decade, and several academic programs were initiated to serve 
Black and Mexican··American students in the area. The fact that 
these programs were needed and often characterized by excellence 
did not subtract from their expense. 
University H is located in the Mid-west. It ls an area 
which has been ch<:~nicter ized by members of the university's 
faculty as conserva~ive. The area was settled, predominately, 
by immigrants from Northc.nn Europe. Its educational, social and 
business institutions seem to derive their strength and aspi-
rations more from the traditions of the past than the demands of 
the :future. 
A large proportion of the students of University B come 
:from within fifty miles of the campus, and it was only recently 
that the institution developed housing facilities for students. 
%arl F. Cheit, !_!?-e _New_£~.Pr~~_in II2:2.!1er ~duca~~ 
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1971). 
5n~-d., pp. 105-110. 
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In her study Resource Use in Higher Education? June 
O'Neill, commenting on the cost of higher education, observes: 
11 It is clear that this area needs systematic and objective 
studies that try to compare cost differences among educational 
institutions producing similar outputs, but in which adminis-
trators operated under different personal incentive environ-
ments . 117 Her observation is relevant to our descriptions of 
University A and University B, for while the President of Uni-
varsity A tended to move his institution into new academic 
programs, and lived in an environment which rewarded positive 
change and the search for new ways to perform old tasks, the 
President who served University B until 1967 did not develop 
innovative approaches to undergraduate or graduate education. 
His major coPce:rn was financial solvency and he wanted tha uni-
versi ty to p:cov:id;; vocational i~raining and upward mobility to 
the sons and daughters of the area. 
In 1967 a new President came to University B who brought 
with him a concern for content and quality. Since that time 
the1~e has been a marked change in the characteristics of new 
faculty recruited, the stated goals and aspirations of the 
institution, and the academic pxogram. The average compensation 
during the 1970-71 academic year, according to the American 
Association of University Professors, was $16,000 for a 
..,_.._-........._ ___ _ 
6.rune 0 1 Neill, 1~esource Use in Highe1: Education 
(Berke ley: The carneg:i.ec0';;nTsSTODm-lifi9ha=--rru~c<iT:fol1, 1971) . 
Professor, $12,700 for an Associate Professor, and $11,000 for 
an Assistant Professor. 
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In summary, the study is designed to determine if 
faculty productivity is a significant variable in the financial 
conditions of two very different institutions, University A and 
University B. University A has developed some innovative 
approaches to education. University B is a traditional insti-
tution. The study covers the Spring semester of 1971. To serve 
as a comparative base, data from eleven other institutions are 
included. 
Chapter 4 
DATA AND INTERPRETATIONS ON FACULTY PRODUCTIVITY AT 
UNIVEHSITY A AND UNIVERSITYB AND 
ELEVEN OTHER INSTITUTIONS 
Data indicating the faculty productivity as measured by 
the average number of student credit hours produced by each 
faculty member in selected departments and schools of the 
institutions studied are given in the tables which follow. 
Table l presents the data for University A. The first 
column in the table lists all depa.rtments and schools within 
University A included in the study. The second column indicates 
the number of student credit hours produced in each department or 
school for the semester of the study, with corrections for the 
January Term, as indicated in the previous chapter. The third 
column indicates the number of faculty members who were teaching 
in each department or school during the semester, and the fourth 
column gives the average productivity for each faculty member in 
the department. At the bottom of tm table an indication is 
given of the average productivity of all faculty members in all 
nnits combined. 
Corresponding data for University B, arranged exactly a.s 
outlined above is presented in Table 2, 
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Table l 
Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
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Economics 
Chemistry 















Cluster College l 
(Raymond) 
Cluster College 2 
(Covell) 
(,;lttster Colleg{~ 3 
(Callison) 
Music 
School of Educat n 
School oJ En~JineeJ~ing 
Totals 
















































































Average Productivity Per Faculty Member: 192 Student Credit Hours 
·)!; iilcTicat~;~;·rr;;-r~c:0;-1-a c u-rry-·-:,1Cn;b,;r-~i. t;-·t 11 Is-ere par t;~"Zrit·-;;a-;-;n--a-n· 
internal sabl.Jatic;:\J. during the se:ncster of the study. 
Table 2 
Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
Department at University B 
Spring Semester, 1971 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Faculty ln 
Department Produced !2~art~_nt 
Art 1076 6 
Biology 2538 6 
Business Ad. and 
Economics 6130 20 
Chemistry 1544 5 
Speech a.nd Drama 1120 5 
English 4654 15 
Modern Languages 902 6 
Geography a ncl 
Geology 426 1 
History and 
Classics 2348 4.5 
Mathematics 2086 6 
Philosophy and 
neligion lB54 5 
PoJ.iticr:tl Science 982 3 
Physical Education 2174 10 
Physics 1024 4 
Psychology 2322 6 
Sociology 2904 5 
!Yius ic 1354 17 
School of Education 2750 10"5 
School of Engineering 1254 9 
























Average Productivity Pe:r Faculty Member: 273 Student Creel it Hours 
----------
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The data indicate (see Table 1) that ·the average faculty 
member at University A, in the schools and departments selected 
for the study, produced 192 student credit hours during the 
semester of the study. 
The average faculty member at University B (see Table 2) 
produced 273 student creel it hours during the same period. 
If University A had the same productivity as University B 
in the units studied, the 47,719 student creel it hours produced in 
the semester under study at University A could have been produced 
by 175 faculty members. (47,719 divided by 273 equals 175). 
These 47,719 student credit hours were produced by 24B faculty 
members. With the productivity of University B: University A 
could have taught th.e classes for the s·emester undr2r study with 
73 fewer professors. If the average salary at University A, with 
fl:in~w bencf its, is $14,000, the added productivity would have 
saved the university $1,022,000. 
It would appear that faculty productivity is a significant 
variable in the relative financial conditions of the two private 
universities studied. The data give no indication as to whether 
or not consideration of the quality of instruction at University 
A as compared with the quality of instruction at University B 
would justify the difference in the cost of instruct ion deli very. 
The quality of the credit hours produced at University A may 
dem~nd the kind of faculty-student ratio which results in lower 
productivity as measured by student credit hours produced. 
The data do not give any evidence of the :relative 
complexity of organization of the two institutions, nor is there 
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any indication in the data as to the variety·of course offerings. 
It is possible that if the study had measured faculty 
productivity at all schools and units of University A, the 
productivity in those units not included in this study would 
have been unusually high, and thereby have increased the average 
productivity at University A. Even if that were true, it would 
not change the above conclusion as to the number of faculty 
members which could have served the units under study at Uni-
varsity A if the faculty members within these units had had the 
same productivity as at University B. 
One area in which productivity is unusually low at Uni-
versity A is in Physical Education. In Table 3 the average 
productivity per faculty member at Unive?rsity A and University B 
is computed with Physical Education omitted. 
Table 3 
A Comparison of Faculty Productivity at 
University A and University B 
With Physical Education Omitted 
Total Student Credit Total Faculty in 
Hours Produced Without Areas Studied, save 
~2-~:2:::'_L~~]:.-~ct ~at i.:?D .. -- ~E-.!'_:_~...:_P5:.E!..:.. 
University A 
46,396 221 
Un i ve r s it y B 
37' 268 134 
Average Faculty 
Productivity in 
Student Credit Hours 
210 
278 
It is possible that for administrative purposes Uni-· 
versity A carries a number of faculty members in the Department 
of Physic<1l Education whose primary duties nrc coaching. With 
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Physical Education omitted, the average productivity per faculty 
member at University A increases from 192 student credit hours 
per faculty member to 210 student credit hours per faculty 
member. 
In several areas (compare Table 1 and Table 2), faculty 
productivity at University A is higher than at University B. 
These areas are Art, Business, English and Music. 
In eight departments (Table 1) at University A, Biology, 
Business, English, History, Mathematics, Political Science, 
Psychology, and Sociology, the average faculty productivity was 
higher than the overall average of 273 student credit hours per 
faculty member at University B. 
In comparing the data for University A and University B, 
the readc:Jr will note that there are no equivalent units at Uni·-
vGrsity B for the three "clustertt or exper:i.ment<:~l colleges of 
University A. The three coll.eges are liberal arts colleges and 
the data relative to productivity in them are included because 
they are a part of University A's program of undergraduate 
education. Their inclusion gives some indication as to whether 
such curricula arrangements are characterized by low faculty 
productivity. The average production of 215 student credit 
hours per faculty member at Cl.uster College 3 is higher than the 
University's overall average, and compares favorably with produc-· 
tivity at all institutions 1n the study (see Table 4). This 
seems to indicate that the cluster college approach to education 
does not necessarily require a lower average faculty productivity 
than that pnwailing at a number of colleges and universities. 
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In addition to data indicating the average productivity 
per faculty member in selected departments at University A and 
University B, similar data have been collected for eleven other 
institutions of higher education, Such data are included in the 
study to serve as a comparative base and to give some indication 
of the correlation of high and low productivity disciplines in a 
larger sample and to test whether the productivity in any given 
department of University A or University B deviates significantly 
from the average at other colleges in the sample. 
A comparison of the average number of student credit 
hours produced per culty member in selected departments for 
these eleven institutions and for University A and University B 
is given in Table 4. A careful study of Table 4 indicates that 
in almost all of the institutions in the sample productivity is 
low in crH~mistry s mocler11 languages, physic.l:\J. education, physics, 
music and engineering. 
The same table gives evidence that productivity is almost 
uniformly high in business and economics, E11glish, history and 
classics, mathematics, philosophy and religion, political science, 
psychology, sociology and education. 
These observed patterns correlate with the productivity 
at University A and University B. 
The last line in Table 4 indicates whether the insti-
tution complf:!ted the 1970-71 fiscal year with a deficit or a 
surplus. The data are not gathered f·rom a large enough sample 
to indicate any correlation between average productivity per 
f<Jculty member and wh12ther or not the institution completes a 
1 ~: iL Jib.LJJ. . .,L . .A.;.tt:.WJJllhiJ::~ 
Table 4 
A Comparison of the Average Number of Student Credit Hours Produced Per Faculty Member in 
Selected Departments in Thirteen Institutions During 
The Spring Term of 1971 
Insti tutione: A B l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Art 248 179 253 199 178 402 174 113 198 199 255 135 255 
Biology 356 423 187 264 293 338 235 146 178 268 236 234 92 
Business Ad. and Economics 342 306 226 296 179 292 365 187 160 508 205 262 162 
Chemistry 141 ~("'\Q -'"~ a·-.. -.:-> 184 157 112 218 117 105 88 154 116 50 
Speech and Dra.ma 223 225 41 152 --- 223 120 110 216 163 281 237 218 
English 357 310 286 228 207 364 326 168 210 256 263 251 142 
Modern Languages 107 150 178 111 256 119 172 90 161 87 225 104 91 
aphy and Geology 223 426 168 179 371 --- 164 --- 145 301 --- 119 93 
Eistory and Classics 314 532 283 266 229 247 326 240 217 418 451 299 184 
f',bthematics 337 347 198 J6l 175 381 176 182 166 231 181 322 86 
Philosophy and Religion 218 371 279 212 198 228 170 283 341 287 265 339 248 
Political Science 326 327 252 287 207 276 147 208 175 242 268 218 271 
Physical Education 49 217 100 125 86 --- 146 145 18 135 137 109 150 
Physics 164 258 138 209 131 73 149 110 57 48 179 127 32 
Psychology 34~~ 387 307 470 201 350 283 259 176 337 357 335 194 
Sociology 283 581 468 524 356 434 232 346 315 558 313 401 268 
Cluster College 1 133 
Cluster College 2 113 
Cluster College 3 r.>Jt; 1!., ............ 
l\'1usic 12.4 79 93 98 --- 104 73 63 130 121 152 87 89 
Education --:o:: J~ ::;;-'- 261 200 1.47 391 243 237 286 253 317 251 338 177 
Engineering ,:y; -·· .__, 139 --.. ... --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 149 
AVERAGE 192 273 207 190 215 261 198 165 169 243 219 216 147 
FD·* FS·lH FS FS FS FS FS FD r .... D FS FS FS FD 
*FD indicates the institution completed the 1970-71 fiscal year with z. deficit. \.).) 
**FS indicates the institution completed the 1970-71 fiscal year with a surplus. 
-..} 
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fiscal year with a financial deficit or a financial surplus, but 
all institutions in the sample, save one, with an average 
productivity below 192 credit hours per faculty member completed 
the year of the study with a deficit. 
Table 4 only indicates the average productivity of 
student credit hours per faculty member in the selected depart-
ments of the thirteen institutions. Tables 5 through 15 are 
included to give the details from which the data on Table 4 were 
taken. The eleven institutions are numbered 1 through 11, and a 
separate table is given indicating (1) the total student credit 
hours produced in each selected department in each institution, 
(2) the number of faculty which were serving during the semester 
under study in each department, and (3) the average productivity 
of student credit hours of each faculty member. At the bottom 
of each table the i'iverage productivi1.:y of student credit hours 
for the faculty in all the units studied is given. 
Table 5 
Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
Department at Institution 1 
Spring Semester, 1g71 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Faculty 
~rtm(~nt Produced ~partm~.!!.! 
----~--
Art 760 3 
Biology 784 4.17 
Business Ad. and 
Economics 978 4.33 
Chemistry 332 3.50 
Speech and Drama 149 3. 67 
English 2570 9 
Modern Languages 2112 12 
Geography and 
Geology 168 1 
History and 
Classics 1416 5 
Mathematics 792 4 
Philosophy and 
Religion 1208 4.33 
Pol itica.l S·.::· :~_e ncr:.! 1176 4.67 
Physical Education 150 1.50 
Physics 344 2.50 
Psychology 1020 3.33 
Sociology 1870 4 
Music 1075 11.60 
Sch0ol of Education 560 2.80 
School of EngineE~ring 


























Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
Department at Institution 2 
Spring Semester, 1971 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Faculty in 
Department Produced Deeartment 
Art 995 5 
Biology 1586 6 
Business Ad. and 
Economics 2955 10 
Chemistry 921 5 
Speech and Drama 1674 11 
English 2738 12 
Modern Languages 1658 15 
Geography and 
Geology 716 4 
History and 
Classics 2125 8 
Mathematic~. 1444 4 
Philosophy and 
Reli9ion 1904 9 
Political Science ltJ34 5 
Physical Education 1876 15 
Physics 1047 5 
Psycbolo9y 281/ 6 
Sociology 2622 5 
Music 4227 43 
School of Education 2641 18 
School of Engineering 


























Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
Department at Institution 3 
Spring Semester, 1971 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Faculty in 
!?~art m~_n t Produced Depart rr:e nt 
Art (& f'.lus ic) 533 3 
Biology 1172 4 
Business Ad. and 
Economics 894 5 
Chemistry 785 5 
Speech and Drama 
English 1655 8 
Modern Languages 1533 6 
Geography and 
Geology 371 1 
History and 
Classics 1371 6 
Mathematics 701 4 
Philosophy and 
Religion 1187 6 
Political Science 620 3 
Physical Education 172 2 
Physics 262 2 
Psychology 603 3 
Sociology 1069 3 
Music (See Art) 
School of Education 391 1 
School of Engineering 
























Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
Department at Institution 4 
Art 
Biology 
Business 1\d. and 
Economics 
Chemistry 
















Dept. of Education 
School of Engineering 
Totals 
Spring Semester, 1971 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Faculty in 









































Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
Department at Institution 5 
Spring Semester, 1971 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Faculty in 
~ent_ Produced Departn~ent 
Art 522 3 
Biology 706 3 
Business Ad. and 
Economics 2558 7 
Chemistry 437 2 
Speech and Drama 598 5 
English 2281 7 
Modern L:J.nguages 1032 6 
Geograph>' and 
Geology 327 2 
History and 
Classics 1954 6 
Mathematics B78 5 
Philosophy and 
Reli(Jion 1193 7 
Po1itic.:a1 SciencP. 295 2 
Physic3.l 1\ducation 1165 8 
Physics 447 3 
Psychology 1131,1 4 
Sociology 696 3 
Music 1171 16 
School of Education 1184 5 
School of Engineering 


























Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 




Business Ad. and 
Economics 
Chemistry 
















School of Education 
School of Engineering 
Totals 
Spring Semester, 1971 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Faculty in 











































Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member o£ Student Credit Hours by 
Department at Institution 7 
Spring Semester, 1971 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Fo.culty in 
Depart men~ Produced Dep~rtment 
Art 712 3.6 
Biology 892 5 
Business Ad. and 
Economics 480 3 
Chemistry 420 4 
Speech an:l Drama 648 3 
English 1472 7 
Modern Languages 1340 8.3 
Geography and 
Geology 436 3 
History and 
Classics 932 4.3 
Mathematics 664 4 
Philosophy <'.\nd 
Religion 1J6-1 4 
Political Sc i(':llCe 524 3 
Physical Educ<'- t ion 144 8 
Physics 228 4 
Psychology 704 4 
Sociology 944 3 
Music 1172 9 
School of Education 760 3 
School of Engineering 


























Tot a 1 and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
Department at Institution 8 
Art 
Biology 
Business Ad. and 
Economics 
Chemistry 
















Dept. of Education 
School of Engin2ering 
Totals 






































































Total and Average Productivity Per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
Department at Institution 9 
Spring Semester, 1971 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Faculty in 
De_Eartment Produced Depa~~nt 
Art 1019 4 
Biology 1885 8 
Business Ad. and 
Economics 1742 8.5 
Chemistry 1077 7 
Speech an:l Drama 1404 5 
English 2961 11.25 
Modern Languages 1347 6 
Geography and 
Geology 
History 1803 4 
Mat he mat i c s 1806 10 
Philosophy and 
Religion 1589 6 
Political Science 805 3 
Physical Education 1367 10 
Physics 1076 6 
Psychology 1158 3.25 
Sociology 78';, 2.5 
Music 1065 7 
School of Education 2514 10 
School of Engineering 2081 14 


























Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
Department at Institution 10 
Spring Semester, 1971 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Faculty in 
DepartnEnt Produced De;eart men t 
Art 404 3 
Biology 937 4 
Business Ad. and 
Economics 1496 5.7 
Chemistry 463 4 
Speech and Drama 1137 4.8 
English 2258 9 
Modern Languages 766 7.4 
Geography and 
Geology 358 3 
History and 
Classics 1496 5 
Mathematics 1287 4 
Philosophy and 
Religicn 1698 5 
Political Science 618 2.2 
Physical Education 1012 9.3 
Physics 446 3.5 
Psychology 1243 3.5 
Sociology 1482 3.7 
Music 1131 13 
School of Education 1860 5.5 
School of Engineering 


























Total and Average Productivity per Faculty 
Member of Student Credit Hours by 
Department at Institution 11 
Spring Semester, 1971 
Total Student Number of 
Credit Hours Faculty in 
~e_Eartment Produced Department 
Art 765 3 
Biology 463.3 5 
Business Ad. ard 
Economics 813.2 5 
Chemistry 250 5 
Speech and Drama 874 4 
English 1228.8 8.6 
Modern Languages 666.6 7.3 
Geography and 
Geology 280 3 
History and 
Classics 1106.7 6 
Mathematics 517.6 6 
Philosophy and 
R.elig n 1070 4.3 
Po1i ticc:d. Science 813.3 3 
Physica 1 Education 300 2 
Phy~::;ics 130 4 
Psychology 77(.7 4 
Sociology 893.4 3,3 
Music 384 3.2 
School of Education 709.8 4 




























The data presented have indicated the faculty produc-
tivity as measured by the average number of student credit hours 
produced by each faculty member in selected schools and depart-
ments at University A and University B, and, in order to provide 
a comparative base, at eleven other institutions of higher 
education. All data presented are for the second semester of 
the 1970-71 year. 
The data indicate that the average productivity of each 
faculty member at University A is 192 student credit hours for 
the semester under study, and the average productivity of each 
faculty member at lJniversity B was 273 student credit hours for 
the semester under study. 
The data indicate that faculty productivity is a 
significant variable in the relative finan l conditions of 
the two private universities under study, but it gives no 
indication as to the relative quality of the credit hours 
produced at the two institutions. Therefore, no conclusions 
can be drawn from this study as to whether or not University A 
should increase th{,) productivity of its fa.cul ty to match the 
productivi~y of the faculty of University B. 
The data included from the eleven institutions in 
addition to University A and University B indicate that produc-
tivity is low in almost all institutions studied in chemistry, 
modern l;:mguages, physical education, physics, music and engi-
neering. The average productivity of student credit hours per 
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faculty member tends to be high in almost all institutions 
studied in business and economics, English, history and classics, 
mathematics, philosophy and religion, political science, 
psychology, sociology and education. 
Chapter 5 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study has been to try to determine 
if faculty productivity is an important variable in the 
financial conditions of two private universities. Data from 
eleven other institutions are included for comparative purposes. 
Data are presented giving the average productivity per 
faculty member in selected and corresponding schools and depart-
ments of the two private universities emphasized in the study 
and in the eleven institutions for which comparative data are 
presented. Data are also presented indicating the average 
productivity of each faculty member in all units studied in 
a particular institution. 
The average productivity for all faculty members included 
in the study at University A is 192 student credit hours, while 
the average productivity for all faculty members included in 
the study at University B is 273 student credit hours. 
The data indicate that faculty productivity is an 
important variable in the financial conditions of University A 
and Univ<::nsi ty B. The evidence is that if University A had the 
same productivity per faculty member as University B, University 




The data give no evidence that University A should 
reduce its faculty or that such a reduction would be desirable 
on any grounds save financial considerations. The data support 
only the conclusion that costs would be reduced for University 
A if it had the same productivity as University B. To reduce 
costs at University A by raising productivity might result in 
a reduction of quality. Bowen and Douglass reminded us of the 
difficulty of properly balancing cost and quality. 1 And June 
0 1Neill emphasized that the measuring of the output of a 
college or university by the number of student credit hours 
produced gives no evidence of the quality of the credit hours 
produced. 2 
The data suggest that institutions of higher education 
must give more attention tJ1<.m they have in the:; past to studying 
seriously the question of efficiency and to trying to alter 
favorably the ratio of the two variables, cost and quality. 
Several authors in the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 
indicated that there had been no marked increase in productivity 
among faculty members over the last two decades and that 
colleges were extremely slow to change traditional approaches 
to finance and curriculum even in the face of evidence that 
such changes are needed, 
The literature reviewed suggests that the problem of 
cost control is the single most important problem facing higher 
-·-------
"1 
18 ~-see page of Chapter 2. 
2see page 17 of Chapter 2. 
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education in the 1970's, but the literature·reflects little 
optimism that the colleges will face it squarely. In a labor 
intensive activity such as education, costs can most effectively 
be controlled by an increase in productivity. 
The limitations of the study, which include the fact 
that data for only a one semester period were studied and the 
fact that no measure of quality of production was included, 
indicate that the data must be cautiously interpreted. The 
study should be viewed as a beginning effort to study an area 
in which research with full disclosure of information from the 
participating universities is needed. 
REC'Ol\'il\'IEN DATION S 
The brief summary above of the limitations of the present 
study indicate a strong cont<mporary need for a full disclosure 
of complete facts and figures about enrollment, income, co~ts 
and faculty loads from all institutions of higher education. 
Full disclosure would render possible the greatly needed 
comparative in-depth studies. The present study, for instance, 
is concerned with comparing only one aspect of the operation of 
the two private universities. It would be a valuable service 
to American higher education if all aspects of thEl operation 
of the two institutions could be studied. To do this one would 
need free access to all financial data as well as to data 
relevant to the educational programs of the two institutions. 
If such datn were availabl~1, all of the variables in the 
financial conditions of the two stitutions could be subjected 
to analysis. 
If such full disclosure were practiced, it would be 
possible for faculty members to more competently share with 
administration the tasks of planning curriculum with financial 
guidelines taken seriously. If faculty members are to be able 
to do curriculum planning with careful financial projections 
as a factor in decisions, the administrators of our colleges 
and universities are going to have to share freely with them 
thorough financial data. Too often boards and fiscal officers 
have kept from the faculty the financial data needed for 
responsible decisions. 
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A thorough and competent study of th<-:! academic programs 
of the two universities of this study and a thorough study of 
the affective and cognitive results on students of· these 
academic programs would make valuable companion pieces to this 
study. Such studies would render it possible to make a judgment 
as to whether the different levels of faculty productivity and 
the resulting differences in costs at the two universities were 
justified. 
Finally, the present study suggests that controlled 
experiments to measure the effectiveness and comparntive costs 
of various methods of delivering instruction, or of structuring 
an environment conducive to learning, are needed. There is no 
claim made in the present study that either University A or 
University B is an example of an institution effectively 
delivering quality instruction at a modest cost. What is 
needed is a controlled experiment in which several colleges 
56 
allow experimentation with various 11 mixes 11 of instructional 
delivery. The methods to be experimented with might include 
(1) large lecture (core) courses common to all students, (2) 
programmed independent study with or without learnin9 stations, 
(3) courses with emphasis on tutorials, (4) off-campus guided 
study, (5) conventional courses with large enrollment in each 
course and (6) essentially independent but monitored study. 
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